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N3-W53 (continwd) 

four Supcrfund pmjccts to date. These previous demcm&&ms and the treatability 
study show that planar ISV could lx cxpatcd to successfully treat the V-Tank con- 
tents and swmunding contamin&d soil to achieve Gnal remediaticm goals. 
For the V-Tanks treatability study, hvo t&s were performed. The first tat, using 
soil from the TAN site, demons&at& that planar ISV can develop a melt of sufti- 
cient scale and cotiguration to prccess the 10,@00-gal V-Tanks. “ihe second test 
was performed on a 4,500ql scded&wn version of a V-T& co&ning simu- 
l&d sludge and liquids, including a non-radioactive cesium compound. The 
volatile materials present in the actual V-Tanks were also simulakd. The remain- 
ing void space in the tank was tilled with soil. A post-test evaluation &owed that 
the melts developed symmetrically with no pressure build-up generated within the 
tank The tank WBS successtidly treated with no process upsets Evaluation of the 
prc- and post-test chemical sampling data indicated that, dcspitc its relatively 
remote placement in the bottom of the tank, the cesium wa9 essentially uniformly 
dispersed and 99.97% of the cesium was retained in the vibified block. Volatile 
coqmnds in the soil were also rcmcdiated The minor quantities of debris 
(rocks, wire, plastic, and wood) that were pmcewd during the test had no &sew 
able effect on the ISV pmcesr. Altlwugh orgmdcs were not present in the txeata- 
biiity test, it has been successfully dcmonstratcd previously that ISV results in the 
effective datmction of organic contaminants while ensuring full compliance with 
air emission requirements. ‘Ibe vitied block was excavated, fractured, and saw 
pled to verify effectiveness. Tbc concentration of cesium, lithium, and molybda 
mm tmccr materials were shown to be essentially unifcmn throughout the monolith. 
However, the @eatability study also identitied additional costs that were not 
included in the cost estimate prepared for the comprehensive RIBS or presented in 
the propod plan. ,As a result, the Alternative 4 - In Sihl Vikitication cost for the 
V-Tanks sites increased by 50%, lowering its relative ranking due to this decrease 
in cost-effectivenes4. 
At the same time, hvo commercial facilities became available for cx sihr treatment 
of the tank contents, increasing the implementability ofAltcmativc 2 - Soil and 
Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, and Disposal. The facilities 
are pem&ed to dispose of mixed wastes similar to those in the V-T&. The V- 
Tanks alternatives were reevaluated to factor in this new information on the ISV 
cost and tbc off-& treatment availability. Becaw tbc new variation of 
Alternative 2 would have equally high long-term effeztivmess and implancntabil- 
ity and greater cost-effectiveness compared to Alternative 4, Altemative 2 was 
selected as the remedy for the V-Tanks. Additional details on the reevaluation of 
altematives for the V-Tanks arc in Part II, S&ion 7.1, of this ROD. 

N3-13154 

See response to Comma N3-11, above. 
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N3-14/54,58 

The Age&es would enforce ail applicable ARARs, including LDRs, as identified 
in Part Il of this ROD. Vailicafion teclmiques would be described in the remedial 
design. The s&&d remedy for the V-T& was changed to Altcmativc 2 - Soil 
and Tank Ranoval, Ex Situ Trcatmcnt of Tank Gmten~ and Diqosal during a 
mvduation of altcm&cs for this site, triggered by a0 increase in the estimated 
cost for the 1%’ alternative, llod the new availability of off-site. commercial b-cat- 
ment facilities pcrmittcd to handle mixed w&es similar to those in the V-T&. 

N3-15154 
See rcspmse to Comments N3-I I and N3-14, above. 

N3-1614 

the FFA/CG for the INEEL s&d in 1991. Every reasonable effort is Lade to 
ensure that TAN ~cdktion activities contribute to the ultimate goal of protecting 
huan health and the ewimnmcnt by USC of rccognizcd engineering and imtitu- 
tioml responses, that meet standards for protectiveness identified by the Agencies. 
Thes standards (ARARs) were identified in the comprehensive RL!FS and this 
ROD and will be enforced by the Agencies. 
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N4-I17 

N4-2111 

N4-3127 

N4-4116 

N4-5112 
N4.6112 

N4-7125 

N4-8127 

N4-l/7 
Thd Areocies encouraee citizen involvement in decision-makine at the INEEL~ 
To c&e opportm& for public interaction with project reprc~entatives, public 
meetings are conducted at multiple locations xross the state to ensure that inter- 
ested parties can participate, despite their distance from the INEEL itself. The 
WAG 1 proposed plan was revised extensively and re-released in direct rcspons 
to public comments. The comment periods for both proposed plans were cxtendcd 
in response to public requests for additional time to participate in !he decision- 
making process. A broad variety of topics arc discussed in the informal portions 
of the public meetings, in response to the concerns of the people who attend. A 
vxiety of materials on the many ongoing cleanup programs are made available to 
people who attend tbe meetings. In addition, the INEEL provides other avenues 
for public involvement, includiog tours and bricftngs. Postal addresscs, telephone 
numbers, e-mail addresses, and Internet site addresses arc provided in each pro- 
posed plan for citizens to get additional inConnation, briefings, or tours from 
Agency and pro,cct representatives. 

NJ-2/l I 

An effort was made to respond to specific areas that concerned readers_ which 
included organizing a focus group with members of the public to ask exaclly what 
items were hard 10 read or understand, and hear ideas on improvemcnl. Many 
changes resulted from readers’ requests. 

N4-3127 

Uniform CERCLA rcgulntionsiprocrss require tbat the risk assessn~eot cst~matcs 
used in Ihe comprehensive WFS be based on the goat ofreducmg risk io accept- 
able levels. The altcmatives subsequently considered and the costs estimated for 
them arc tikewse rcqwred to relate only to actions that reduce the risks to ;rcccpt- 
able levels~ 
Assessmeols of risks and hazards from chemicals use natioonl uoifoml standards 
dctemtined by scientific testing and agreed upan by agencies such as the EPA. 
Chemicals and compounds for which toxicity values cannot yet be eablishcd 
(such as PCBs and diesel fuel) use hazard qootienls or nsk-based guidelmes, rden- 
titied through federal and state regulations. 

N4-4116 
See response to Comment N4-3, above. 

N4-S/l2 

The Agencies apprcciatc all suggestions Tram tbc puhbc on types uSi&rm~~tioo 
that could help a proposed plan bctler serw its purpose, PropwJ plans use VCI) 
few acronyms, as part of the etTort to make the documents undcrstandabtc to 11x 
general public. All acronyms are defined when they are first used, As a standard 
practice, technical documents such as the comprehensive RVFS llnd this ROD pro- 
vide B list of all acronyms used following the table olconlcntr in the dwumcn~. 



Test Area North, Waste Area Croup 1 
Public Comment Document N4 

ltespcmse. to Comments 

N4-6/12 

N4-8l27 
(continued) 

The comprelwuive risk assessment pocess uses one method of risk calcuhticm, 
with multiple assunqicns and calculations, depending cm tbe type of cootaminant 
and media. Risk apstSrrmen* is a complex task, and the section sunrmarizing this 
in pmposed plans conthws to be worked 00 intensively in every succee’ we prc. 
posed plan, to improve its clarity while keeping it short Suggestions on which 
ekmems of this ?.Etion we clear, aad which sliu red improvement, ate applezisted. 

N4-8127 
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N5-I17 

NS-2Jl I 

I 

I N5-3142 

N5-4134 

I 

N5-5137 

Response to Comments 

N5-l/7 

The Agencies encourage citizen involvement in decision-making at the INEEL. 
To ensure oppor!xnities for public interaction with project representatives, public 
meetings arc conducted at multiple locations across the state to cnmrc that inter- 
estcd parties can participate, despite their distance from the INEEL itself. The 
WAG 1 proposed plan was revised extensively and re-&xscd in direct response 
to public comments. ?he comment periods for both proposed plans were extended 
in response to public requests for additional tune to participate in the decision- 
making process. A broad variety of topics arc discussed in the informal portions 
of the public meetings, in response to the concerns of the people who attend. A 
variety of materials on the many ongoing cleanup programs are made available to 
people who attxnd the meetings. in addition, the INEEL provides other avenues 
for public involvement, including tow and briefings. Postal zddrcsses, telephone 
numbers, e-mail addresses, and Internet site addresses are provided in each pro- 
posed plan for citizens to get additional informatio& briefmgs, or tows 6om 
Agency and pro;ect representatives. 

An effort was made to respond to specific areas that concemexi readers, which 
iocloded organizing a focus group with members of the public to ask exady what 
items were hard to read or understand and hear ideas on improvement. Man) 
changes resulted from readers‘ requests 

N5-3142 

CERCLA guidance requires that remedial alternatives lx compared according to 
nine evahation criteria. The criteria are grouped in three categories: (1) threshold 
criteria that relate directly to statutory fmdings and most be satisfied by each cho. 
scn alternative. (2) balancing criteria used to retime the s&&ion of candidate 
alternatives for the site by evaluating their effectiveness, implementability, and 
coq and (3) modifying criteria that measure the acceptability of the alternatives to 
state agencies and the commoni@. 
The two threshold criteria, which must be satisfied by the s&&d remedy, are 
overall pmtection of human health and the environmen< and compliance with 
ARARs The five balancing criteria, which ac used to refine the selection of the 
candidate alternatives, arc (I) long-tan effectiveness and pcrmancnce, (2) reduc- 
tion oftoucdy, mobdlty, or volume through treannent, (3j short-term eifective- 
ness, (4) implemcntahility, and (5) cost. 7he comparison of alternatives on the 
cost criterion is specifically made in terms of cost-effectiveness, that is, the cost of 
the remedy relative to its overall effectiveness as measured by the first three bal- 
awing criteria. Aa dtcmative satisfies this criterion best if its costs are propor- 
tional to its overall effectiveness. The modifying cfiteria, state and community 
acceptance, are used in the foal evaluation of remedial alternatives. 

N5-4134 

The primary objective of the feasibility study is to develop and evaluate remedial 
alternatives that will protect human health and the environment by removing 
waste; by eliminating it through !xeatmcnt; or by controlling, reducing. or elimi- 
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NH/34 (continued) 

nahg risks posed hy each patbay at a site. CERCLA guidance (40 CFR 
300.430) dire& that the eltematives that arc developed include: 
(1) !he No Action altemative (which may be no further action if some removal cs 
rl?nmiiatioIl has elmdy taken place) 
(2) one or more akernatives that provide little or no hwment, but protect through 
CnginceTing end, as n-, inmiMioneJ emtrols 
(3) a range of akmatives involviog brabnent to reduce toxicity, mobility, or vol- 
ume of CaltmlliMats and, as appropriate, an alternative that removes or destroys 
the wntaminmim 
(4) one or more i~~vtive treatment tcchologie~ if they offer tk potential for 
equal OT beti pedomlmee or implementability, fewer or less adverse impacts, or 
lower cost.3 in canparkal to demcmsiIated treatment technologies. 
Three critelia are used to develop and screen abelmtives: et3kdivcnen (short- 
term and lmg-term), implementability, and cost Altematives that do not provide 
adcqumc plvtectim of hImma health arid the envimmnent or comply with ARARS 
aretobeeliifrcmfurtherconsiderad~. lhisisdonetimt,piortoaq 
oth evaluation. Altanatives that are techiealiy or admiiatively unfeasible or 
that would require equipnm~ specialists, or fkeilities that are not quickly avail- 
chle may be elimhtcd. If costs of ccmsinstion or operations and maintenance 
are grossly excessive compmcd to overall effectivencm, tin abemetive may lx 
umsidued for elimination. 
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N5-5137 
(ccmtinued) 

N5-6l9 

N5-716 

NS-8l 
50,57 

1 NS-9153 

N5-101 
50, 57,58 

/ N5-Ill59 

N5-1X71 

I 
I Response to Comments 

N5-5137 
The actual on-site diswsal location for TAN materials which could be the 
Radioactive Waste M~agement Complex (RWMC), the proposed ICDF, 01 an&h- 
er facility, wiU be determined during remedial design following implementation of 
this ROD. The proposed ICDF would be a 1andIiU for low level radionuclide-con- 
taminated soil and debris. Selection of the ICDF for disponl of TAN materials 
depends at least in part on the dmet?ame associated with cooshuetion of the facili- 
ty and its waste acceptance criteria. Costs for this fhcility, however, would likely 
be much lower than current RWMC disposal fees. 
‘he development of fix ICDF itself is bciig planned under Waste Area Group 3 at 
the Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (INTEC; formerly the 
Maho Chemical F’mcc- Plant). A desaiption of the proposed ICDF, including 
its siting, design, capacity, lifespan, and waste acceptance criteria, was pwcnted 
in October 1998, in the Proposed Plan/or Waste Arza Gmup 3 a the Idaho 
Chemical Pmcessing PIant. The Record of Decision for Waste Area Group 3 is 
expected to be finalized in September 1999 
M-64 

The Agencies encourage citizen involvement in decision-making at the MEEL. 
Aklmugh the ICDF may be selected as the on-site disposal facility for TAN mate- 
rials during the WAG 1 remedial design, the development of the ICDF itself is 
king planned under Waste Area Group 3 at tie Idaho Nuclear Technology and 
Engineering Center (INTEC; formerly the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant). 
See also response to Comment N5-5, above. 

NS-116 

~CggoaloftheactionstakenunderthisRODistoreducensksposedbycw~. 
tion to levels mat protect human health and the envimnment Sites will be cleaned 
up to meet the remedial action objectives (ItAOs) spxified in the comprehensive 
RI&S, he revised (November) proposed plan, and the ROD for WAG 1, wherever 
that is practicable given considerations of &m&l feasibility and emt-effective- 
ness, as directed under CERCLA. The RAOs are based on the results of the human 
hdth risk assessment and are specific to the contaminants of concern and expcmre 
padways. To meet these RAOs, fural remediation goals were established to enswe B 
risk-based protectiveness of human health and the envircmment by providing Unre- 
stricted land use in 100 yew Any contamination left in place by the actions taken 
under this ROD will be below these levels, or wiU be prevented by engineering and 
instlhdid conbols hum completing a pathway to huwm receptors (x the environ- 
ment The CERCLA process followed in the wmprehensive Rl/FS evaluated poten- 
tial groundwater imp&z& frcm TAN release sites to ensure that gramdwater quality 
is not al&ted. Gmu&vater remediation actions were required by the 1995 Record 
of Decision for the TSF-05 Injection Well aad are on track to meet remedial objec- 
tives. Monitoring wiU eontim~e to be carried out to verify the protiveness of 
TAN CERCLA actions, where appropriate 

NS-S/50,57 

The COCs at these two sites are similar The PM-ZA Tanks arc 5 times larger than 
the V-Tanks. The PM5A Tanks ccaain a few inches of sludge and esscmtially no 
liquid, while the V-Tanks contain mostly liquid with very little sludge Because of 
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NS-8/50, 57 (continued) 

these differences, simdar akmmtives could be developed but evahtion rcsuked 
in simng ditferences in their overall implcmcntabiIity 
In situ vitriticahn (XV) has now been demcwtmtcd in a 1998 trcatabihty study 
to bc feasible for tanks up to the size of the V-T& (10,000 gal). 
PM-2A Tanks arc 50,000 gal sod the implcmc&bility is uncertain. 

However, the 

‘Ihc Phi-2A Tanks &ccted remedy does, in fact, use in indushd vacuum on liq. 
uidahwrbedintodi -s earth. II sams liiely that the oliginal CMnmcnt 
@Is-IO) was intended tc qlmlioa whether the “Bclum tecIlnology dcvebpcd for 
the PM-2A Tanks could also be used on the V-Tanks. The YBCUIUII removal alter- 
native was &velopcd for dx PM-2A Tanks speciticaUy to deal with the removal 
problems cawed by the absence of liquid in the tank cc&ents. It is a vacuum 
excavation technology in whiih II high-v&city air skam pmctmtcs, cxpan&, 
ad breaks up the solids and sludges, which are then captured by 11 high-powered 
vmm air stream. The revised poposed plan did not clarify that the altemative 
involves air-jet excavation before vacuum removal of the sludge. 
AItcmativcs involving vacuum exinu3ion or stabdization were developed for the 
V-Tanks, but were ranked lower than the selmted remedy because of pmblcms 
with implementability or effe~tivcncs. DhIed dcscriptioos of the hmatives 
developed for these two sites and !hcir cvaluatiws are in the comprchcnsive RYFS 
and the Feasibility Study Supplement. 

N5-9153 

The ISV technology tGt was tested is a mcdifiction called planar ISV It is 
described in the lhstability Shrdy for Plow In Siti ~@qLxdion of INEEL Tesr 
ho NO&I Y-‘IUs, Cktdxr 1998 (INEEWEXT-98-00854). Planar ISV is ll~~ 
enhalccmcnt of ccmvcntionsl ISV tccbnolopy that rcsol”cs’problems mat have 
occurred using canvcIuialal ISV. By hting the eootsmination m%lIix from the 
ground surface down, ccwcntional ISV cm trap volatile matminIs below the melt 
resulting in prcmrc buildup that cao cause displacement of material from the melt 
pool, m-g of the o&gas @ealmcnt system, and process up&s.. Planar ISV 
rcsohes tics issues hy pdiordng the melt planes to the sides of the ccfwmina- 
tion area, &wing the melt to pmcexd fmm tk sides inward towiud the center so 
the vapors can vent upwd and be effectively and safely removed. 
problems and process upsets arc not anticipated for plwar ISV 

Reliability 

Phar ISV could simldtlneously !nxt, in sibs me radioaciive and chcmicauy haz- 
a&us mated& in he V-Tanks (including the PC&.) and the B sod SUT- 
mmding the tanks A tidI-xaIc demcmshatim to meet Toxic Substanas cootrol 
Act CrSCA) qukmmts was pafamed at the Appsatw Service Center Sqcrfund 
SitcinSpokane,Wasbingkm,totoPCBs. Auobjcctives~a~metaod~~~~ 
TSCApamit w&s isuxl in Cktdxr 1995. A IqwxaIc remediti ,,w SUOC~SS- 
i idlypZfOIlUcdUldiOXiU?RldotherCfghW&ShXUthWssatcbchemieal 
Se Site in Salt Lake City, Utah. At bc& sites, beatmat etscimcy of ova 
99.99YowsrdcmLxlsmd TkphmwISVsyslemhasbcenacagtodforusem 
foursupetimdpmjeustodate. Tkseprwiousdem~lltialsandtJleeeatabilty 
study show bat pLmzu ISV Muld be eqected to succe&idIy @cat the V-Tank con- 
tcnIsaad swolmding ccdltaminated soil tc achieve lid mediatim go& 
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N5-9153 (mtinucd) 
Fort&V-Tmkstre&bilitystudy,hwotestswereperfonmd ~&sttest,using 
soil hn the TAN site, demastmted that planar ISV can develop a melt of s&i- 
cient scale and con&w&ion to pocss the 10,ooOgal V-Tanks. The second test 
was pe&mcd on a 4,500~gal sxxlcdh vcrsicn of a V-Tank conthing simulat- 
ed sIudgc and liquids, including 8 rtolHdi~ve tium compolmd. The volatile 
materials pmmt in the stual V-Tanks were also simulated. T&c remaining void 
spke in the tank v/as 6Ilcd with soil. A @-tea cvahation showed that the melts 
developed SymmehicaIIy with M pess.uc build-up generated within the tank. The 
tmkwassu~tnatedwithnoprocessupscrP. Evalwtionoflhe~~and 
post-test cItcmiccd sampIii data hdicated that, despite its relatively remote place- 
ment in the bottom of the tank, the cesium was eswhIly tmifbrmly dispersed and 
99.97?‘0 of I&c cesium WBF ret&ted in the via&d blwk. V&tile ccqumds in 
the soil were ah rcmediatei The minor qumttities ofdebris @c&s, wire, plastic, 
andwmd)thatwenpmceosedduringtbetestbadooobservableeffectonmeIsv 
process Almough~~cswen:wtpreseminthetreatabilitytest,ithasbeensuc- 
c‘zmtidly demooseated previousry hat ISV lcsuI& in the efTt%ztivc dP,slmcticm of 
organic contaminants wide ctlwkg full compliance with air mlission require- 
ments ‘k vitdkd block wan excavated, f%twd, and sampled to verify cffec- 
tiv-. llx -tion of cssium, litbilml, and molybdenum tracer materials 
were shown tc be cssentiaUy wiform tkmughout the monolith 
However, the @atability study also ideatiM additional cc& that WI-C not in&d- 
edintheCOBtcStimatepnparadfathecamprehensiveRVFSapresentedinthe 
propod plan. As a rcsul4 the Altcmativc 4 - In Situ Vititi~n cost for he V- 
Tanks sites increased by 50% lowering its relative ranking due to this deaease in 
cost-cffcctivcncs. 
At the same time, hvo ccmmucial facilities became available for cx situ treatment 
of the tank c‘nltents, increasing the implementability of Altcmhve 2 - Soii and 
Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, arkd Disposal. The facilities 
arepermatedtodisposeofmixedwastesslmilartothoseintheV-T~. ThcV- 
Tanks altcrnadves were reevaluated to factor in this new infcmnatica on the ISV 
cat and the off-site treatment availability. Because the new variation of 
Ahnative 2 would have equally high long-tam cffec!ivencss and implementabili- 
ty and greater cost-effectiveness ccqared to Ahnative 4, AItcmativc 2 was 
selected as the remedy for the V-Tanks Additional details on the reevaluation of 
aItcmativcs for the V-Tanks an in Part II, Sation 7.1, of this ROD. 

N5-10/50,57, 58 
Treatment is any compcment of 80 akemative that reduces the toxicity, mobility, cn 
volume of the hazardous stbstmm, polhttaItts, or coataminaats dlmugh dcslnlc- 
tion or aberation. StabiIizatica, by decreasing the mobility of hazardous sub- 
stances, is a form of lre.¶bncnt. Fvopwd plan wording may have illcolrecdy 
implied that sthilizatim is not a fbrm of treatment. 
Deeontamioatim and other treabnent as rquired to meet ARARs will be devcl- 
opcd during the nmedid design. Grouting, as a method of keabnent (x stabilize 
tion, will not be a part of the selected remedy. 
See also rcspcmc to thmcnt N5-8, above. 



Test Area North, W&e Area Group 1 
Public Comment Document NS 

Response to Comlnents 

N5-lV59 

A ncm&ccritical removal acdon WBF performed in 1995 under Operable 
Unit 10-06, which removed a total of 2,092 m3 (2,737 yd3) from an a-a of 180 by 
90 m (600 by 300 A). The average soil removal depth was 19 cm (7.5 in.) and the 
maximum depth moved was 45.7 cm (18 in.). 

N5-l2!71 

The Agencies believe that the s&&on ofAhemalive 2 - Containment with 
Native Soii Cover for the Bum Pits is suppwcd by the anmslysk of wst-cffective- 
ness, complirmce with threshold criteria, and impkmcntability. The remedial 
design will require sampling and analysis to design tbz soil cover to ensure that it 
will be complctcly proteciivc of human he&b and the cnvixmment If it were 
determined that a fully protective cover could not be wst-cffective, then one of the 
Alternative 3 variations (Excavation and On-Site or Off-Site Disposal) would be 
sekctcd. 

N5-13/78 

In developing altemtivcs, CERCLA guidaw cqresses a preference for the 
deveiopolent of innovative bnmumt technologies if they offer the potential for 
sqwrior teatmeat pcrfommnce m implementability, fewer advasc imp&s than 
&a available apprcdq m lower costs for similar levels of performance than 
dcmonaed bxhologies. Phytacmediation is a low& remedktion option for 
sites with widely dispcrscd contnmhation at low wmcenlmtions. The study will 
determine the rate of upiaLc of mercury by pknts at the INEEL. The design of the 

hytmmddon &-stability study at the hkmry Spill Area (TSF-OS) till 
!hude review of all cumnt scicnthic documentation and ongoing research both 
in and beyond the DOE complex. Public information and cunmcntopportunilics 
will be carried out as part of the INEEL’s public involvement activities. Based on 
the muIts of the phytwmediaticm trcathiiity study, a dctcmhhon will be msde 
as to subsequent action, if required. 
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N&iii, 

Nh-2127 

N6~3111 

N6-J/I2 

Word usage and punctuation are aspects of the dourneal’s slyle, which follows B 
style guide established by INEEL for this lype of public, yet technical, document. 
‘The eommems reflecting one reader’s usage preference (see Comments N6-I and 
N6-3) WC noted, and may be considered in future style guide revisions. 

Nh-2127 

Uniform CERCLA regula~ionsiprocess require (hat Ule risk assessmcnl eslimales 
used in the comprehensive RVFS be based on the goal of reducing risk 10 acccpl- 
able levels. The alternatives subsequenlly considered and the costs estimaled Ibr 
them are likewise required lo relate only Lo aclions lhat reduce Ihc risks LO accept- 
able lwels~ 
N6-311 I 
See response to Comment N6-I, abwc. 

N6-4112 

‘The Agencies appreciate all suggestions from the pubhc on types of mfommuon 
that could help a proposed plan belter serve ils purpose. ‘The proposed plan is ilo 
impanant communily relalions vctivily undetiken as port of Ihe CERC’LA 
process. ‘l%e EPA’s CERCLA guidelines (see 40 CFR 3011.430 and ~~rcidotrcr’on 
I”,uparing SqxrJund Lkcirion ihormmr.s, OSWER Directive 9355~3.02) dcline a 
proposed plan’s con,cfi~ and pwposc. 
Tbc proposed plan_ under CERCLA guidelines, supplements and is based oo UK 
comprehensive FJIFS “but is nol a uubs!iucs for that documenl.” The proposed 
plan provides a “brieCsomma~ descriplion” of (I) the remedial altemalives cvnlu- 
aed: (2) (he abemative lhat is preferred; (3) Ihc mfonoation lhal suppar& the 
selection of the preferred altcmatire. Other scclions of the proposed plan histo- 
v and oatwe of site conaminalion, previous actions, and risk assessment - are 
merely summaries of more d&&d invcsligalions, included as background infor- 
malion. For readers who seek more comprehensive detail on any asp& of the 
!nvest~ptron proccrr: !he alar provides references !o Lhc relcva! secliooz of !!x 
comprehensive RIIFS and olher documen& in Ux Admouslralive Record Hal prcs- 
en, in full lhe information Gem which the proposed plan is dewed 
The suggestion chat Ihc short half-life of cesium-I 37 (30 years) bc brougbl for- 
ward in the proposed plan is an exccllcnt one, The rclativc sborlness of this 
radionuclide’s half-life is important in development and evaluation ofrcmcdiation 
altemali\;es for contamination sites lhat comain U,is element Including this infor- 
mation enbnrrces readers’ underslaeding of Ule prowsed allcmativc~ in B brief and 
straightforward manner. IrlEormnlioo on Ux half-lives of radionuclider has bceo 
included in subsequent proposed plans at the INEEL, such 8s those prcparcd for 
WAG 4 (Central Facilities Area) and WAG 5 (Power Hurst Facilily/.\uxilixy 
Reactor Areai. 
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1 Nh-5153 

1 N6-6156 

1 N6-7160 

; ;iy:;; 

N6-IO/Xl 

N&Ill78 

I 

N6-12139 

N6-5153 

The ISV technology that was tcstcd for the V-Tanks site is a modification called 
planar ISV. As described in the Trealnhiliry S’ru&~fir Planar In Situ FSiJkntion of 
INEEL Test Area North V-Tanks, October 199X (INEEL/EXT-9%00854), it is an 
enhancement of conventional ISV teehnolow that resolves problems that have 
occwred using conventional ISV. Reliability problems and process upsets are not 
anticipated for planar ISV Planar ISV could simultaneously treat, in situ, the 
radioactive and chemically hxrardous materials in the V-Tanks (including the 
PCBs) and the cootaminati soil surrounding the tanks. The planar ISV system has 
been accepted for use on four Superfund projects to date. Thcsc previous demon- 
strations and the treatability study show that planar ISV could be expected to sot- 
cessfully treat the V-Tank contents and surrounding contaminated soil to achieve 
foal remediation goals. 
Nh-6156 

Alternative 3d is preferred for remediation of the PM-ZA Tanks because it would 
use a proven technolog) to achieve long-term effectiveness through removal of 
contaminants % decontamiosted tanks would not need to be removed~ The 
cost-cffcctiveness is very high relative to other alternatives. 

N6-7160 

For the Soil Contamination Area South of the Tumtablc (TSF-06. Area B): 
Alternative 3a is readily implemented and results in high long-tern1 effectivcncss 
by removing contaminated soil and consolidating it in a managed reposito~. 

N6-8165 

For the Disposal Pood (TSF-07), Alternative I -Limited Action will effectively 
protect human health and the environment from the risk posed by ccsium-137 
while allowing the active portions within the release site to continue operating. 
‘The cesium-137 (half-life of 30 years) will tc attenuated through decay to below 
acceptable levels within the 100.year institutional conhol pcricd 

N6-9/71. 70 

The Agencies believe that the selection ofAlternative 2 -Containment with 
Native Soil Cover for the Bum Pits is supported by the analysis of cost-effective- 
ness, compliance with threshold criteria, and implementability The costs for coo- 
hmcr.1 inciwJc ni! monitoring and rcvic-w costz ax&ted nitb Aitctu&w i - 
Limited Actioo, plus the costs of monitoring against subsidence, water infiltration, 
eontour alterations, and other changes in protectiveness of the cover orjer time, 
which are actions not required under Alternative I. 

N6-10181 

The previous removal at the Fuel Leak (WP.RTF-13) was in response to a spill 
and took as much soil as was thought to be necessay. The adjacent buildings arc 
currently in USC and arc not schcdulcd for D&D within B timeframe such that 
deferring all remediation of the Fuel Leak site would be prudent management 
practice. An evaluation will be made in the remedial design to determine the most 
appropriate time to perform the remediation. 
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N6-11/78 

The design of the phytoreanediatioa bntabiiity study will include review of all 
cmmt scientific document&m and ongoing researchbothiaandbeyondtk 
DOE complex Public infcmnation and -t oppmllmities will be callied out 
as part of the INEEL’s public involvement activities. 

N6-12l39 

DOE guidance on revegethm is used to detamii what is used. Crested wixat- 
grass, not a native species, is currendy a typical choice for planting on CERCLA 
temediated sites. Factors in the choice of reve@aticm spxies include the avail- 
ability of seed and the need for post-planting care 
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Response to Comments 

N7-I/X 

N7-Ull 

1 N7-314 

N7-4111 

N7-l/8 

In response to public comment. the Agencies revised the proposed plan and re- 
released it. During the review of comments on tbc proposed plan, the Agencies 
reassessed their initial determination for some WAG 1 sites that the preferred 
akemative provided the best balance between criteria. ‘fbe Agencies factored in 
newly available information and the points of view expressed by the public. A 
Feasibility Study Supplement was prepared to consider several additional aitema- 
tivcs and reevaluate the alternatives. The proposed plan was revised accordingly. 

N7-2llI 

An effort was made to respond to specific areas that concerned readers, which 
included organizing a focus group with memb=xs of the public to ask exactly what 
items were bard to read or understand and hear ideas on improvement. Many 
changes resulted from readers’ rcqucsts. 

N7-314 

Comment noted. 

N7-4/11 
See response to Comment N7-2, above. 
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N7-5129 

N7-6’18 

N7-7162 

N7-X/67 

Response to Comments 

N7-5129 
Presenting actual numbers for ecol&ic~~h%% an excellent suggestion and was 
immcdialely incorporated into proposed plans in preparation. It is a good example 
of a wav to orovide much more information to the oublic without adding apprecia- 
bly to & p&‘s length OT complexity. Full detailsbf WAG i ecological risk 
assessment results are contained in Section 7 of the comprehensive RUFS. 

N7418 N7418 

The actual on-site disposal location for TAN materials, which could be the - , . . . . . : r -1.1 . . . ,hs 

Radioactive Waste Management Complex, the proposed ICDF, OT another facility, 
will bc determined during remedial design following implementation of this ROD. 
The wised cost estimate to the comorehensive Rl/FS included a $104 per cubic 
yard tippage (disposal) fee for the &site disposal facility for cost comparison 
purposes. Other cost estimate details and assumptions arc contained in Appendix J 
of the comprehensive RBFS. Tbe revised wst estimate, along with the compre- 
hensive Rl/FS and related documents is in the Adminisbative Record, 

N7-7162 

Radium-226 does not require rcmcdiation at the TAN Disposal Pond (TSF-07). 
The February 1998 proposed plan listed radium-226 as one of tie COCs at the 
Disposal Pond. Following the re1ea.w of the fti proposed plan in February 1998, 
further investigation of the radium-226 concenblltions at the Disposal Pond deter- 
mined that it is present at levels that are below naturally occurring background 
levels established for Ihe INEEL. TIhe CERCLA pmccss does not require cleanup 
to below naturally occurring levels. The revised proposed plan issued in 
November 1999 retlcctcd this expanded knowlcdge~ Detailed information can bc 
found in the Administrative Record in thc TAN KWO7 Pond Radium-226 
Concenfrarions and Corrections report (LMITCO En@ncering Design File ER- 
WAG I-08, INEEUEXT-98.00505, June 19981, 

N7-8167 

The Disposal Pond (TSF-07) will be evaluated in the site-wide ecological risk 
assessment under Waste Area Group IO. 
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Nl-9172 

Nl-IO/71 

N7-I l/78 

Response to Comments 

Nl-9172 

The operation and maintenance costs for containment at the B”m Pits sites include 
all monitoring and review costs associated with Altemative 1 plus the costs of mon- 
kning against subsidence, water infilir&io”, conrOu~ alterations, and other changes 
in protectiveness ofthe cover over time. which are actions not required under 
Alternative I. Give” the persistence of lead contamination, either Altemative I or 
2 would likely require long-term monitoring and maintenwce for the full 100.year 
pziod of i”stituti0”“l ccmtrol. Part 11 of this ROD deswibes the engineered wver 
thickness requirements, which differ based o” the amount of clean soil currently 
cover& each of the BIII” Pits. Appendix J of the comprehensive RUFS provides 
detailed cost estimate assumptions, including ranges of estiates. 

N7-IO,71 

The Agencies believe that the selection of Alternative 2 - Containment with 
Native Sail Cover for the Bum Pits is supported by the analysis of cost-effective- 
ness, compliance with threshold criteria, and implementability The remedial 
design will reqtire sampling and analysis to design the soil cover to ensme that it 
will be completely protective of human health and the environment. If it were 
determined that a fully protective cover could not be costeffective_ then one of the 
Alternative 3 variations (Excavation and On-Site or Off-Site Disposal) would be 
selected. 

Nl-Ii/78 
The design of the phytoremediatiw treatability study for the Mercury Spill Area 
will include review of all curent scientific documentation and ongoing research 
both in and beyond the DOE complex Public infommtion and comment oppcrtu- 
nities will be carried out BS part of the INEEL’s public involvement activities. In 
developing alternatives, CERCLA g”idance expresses a preference for the devel- 
opmen* of innovative treatment technologies if they offer the potential for superior 
treatment performance or Implementabiiity, fewer adverse impacts than other 
available approaches, or lower costs for similar levels of pafcrmance than demon- 
strated technologies. Phytoremediation is a low-cost remediation option for sites 
with widely dispersed contamination “t low concentrations. T%e study will deter- 
mine the rate of uptake of mercury by plaots at the INEEL. Based on the results 
of the phvtoremediation treatabiliv stu@. a detenninatim will Lx made as !rr rub- 
sequent action, if rcqlllred. 
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The CERCLA process canied out for TAN includes all required canmuoity I&- 

Test Area North Comprehensive Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study Proposed Plan 

Febmay 23, 1998 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 

7:oo p.m. 

Nancy Schwartz Reporting 
2421 Anderson Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 

(208) 345-2773 

IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, MONDAY, FEBRUARY 23,199X 

MR SIMPSON: Any other questions? Now I would like to encourage anyone who has 
any comments to take the mike fmm me and make the comments. I would like to state that 
when you make your comment, please clearly speak your name and give your address so we 

> can send you am of the Record of Decision. Would anyone like to make any comments? 
k Yes, Mr. white. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
AUDIENCE MEMBER Well, for any of you guys that have been around for a while, I try 

to go to most of these because it’s of interest, and I was at the site for a number of years and 
what have you. And I have been involved with nuclear projects arand the county 

In going through this TAN proposed plan here, this is one of the most, I think, complete or 
-- I guess that is the word to use, complete assessment of all of these alternatives that I have 
seen. They all covered .-different ones covered assessments, but thii one scans to be in 
more d&l and szems to be -- if youll pardon the exQ,ression -- more thought out than some 
of the others 

I looked at all the alternatives, and I think in every case, the alternative that was chosen 
certainly seemed to be the right approach to tJx problem at hand for that particular site others 
would have worked, but this, for one reason or another. either cost-wi% or (he use of the land 
in the future being catalogued and what have you. 

I was on a task force here several years ago where we locked at the whole site, about what 
would happx over the next IO, 25,50,75 and 100 years. Believe it or not, tbxe is the possi- 
bility that LOO years from now that might be a housing area. Who knows? It’s hard to tell. 
So all in all, I was pretty well pleased with what I read here, and I thought that the alternatives 
that were chosen were pretty apropos 

MR SIMPSON: Thank you. Anyone else? Would anyone else like to make a comment? 
With that I guess I would lii to remind people that the comment paiod remains open 

until March IX. Once again them is a comment form on the back of each proposed play a 
postage-paid comment form So thanks for coming. 

(Meeting concluded at 8:oO p.m.) 

Tl-l/4 

tions achwtxs, to ensure the public appropriate opportunities for involvement in a 
wide variety of site-related decisions, including site analysis and characterization. 
alternatives analysis, and selection of remedy. The public meetings, the pmpcwd 
plans and associated comment periods, and the Adminisintive Record all provided 
oppcxtmities for !he community to learn about the WAG I remediation and inform 
the Agencies about their concerns The Agencies hope that the WAG 1 CERCLA 
process with its public comment opportunities, and other regulatory hearing 
processes required by RCRA, will help build bust in t&e INEEL’s path fonvard. 

Tl-214, 53, 56,60,65, 70, 77, 80 

Every reasonable effort is made to ensure that TAN remediation activities con- 
tribute to the ultimate goal of protecting human health and the environment by use 
of recognized engineering and institutional responses, that meet standards for pm- 
tectiveness identified by the Agencies. &se standards (ARARs) were identified 
in the comprehensive RIiFS and this ROD and will be enforced by the Agencies. 
Planar ISV, a technological improvement over conventionaJ ISV, was tested in a 
@&ability study in 1998 for the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-IS), which demon- 
strated that Alternative 4, using planar ISV, could be readily implemented with 
high effectiveness on the contamination in and swamding the V-Tanks. 
The reevduation of alternatives during revision of the proposed plan resulted in a 
change of preferred alternatives for PM-2A Tanks (TSF-26) to Alternative M, 
which would use a proven technology to achieve long-tam effectiveness through 
removal of contaminanrs. The decontaminated tanks would not need to be 
removed. The cost-effectiveness is very high relative to other alternatives. 
Excavation and On-Site Disposal, the preferred altemative for the Soil 
Contamination Area South of the Turntable (TSF-06, Area B) is a readily imple- 
mented alternative that results in high long-term effectiveness by removing con- 
taminated soil and consolidating it in a managed repository. 
At the Disposal Pond (TSF-07), Alternative I Limited Action will effectively 
protect human health and the environment f?cm the risk posed by cesiun-137 
while allowing the active portions witbin the release site to continue operating. 
The c&urn-137 (half-life of 30 years) will be attenuated through decay to below 
acceptable levels within the I MI-year institutional control period. 
The preferred alternative for the Bum Pits (TSF-03 and WRRTF-01) was changed 
from the February proposed plan preference of Limited Action to Altemative 2 - 
Containment with Native Soil Cover. The Agencies believe that this change is 
supported by the analysis of cost-e5ectiveness, ccxnp1ianc.e with threshold criteria, 
and implementability 
During tie revision of the proposed plan, the Mercury Spill Area (TSF-08) was 
removed tiom this ROD for use in a phytoremediation treatability study 
The reevahnvim of alternatives resulted in a change of prefemd alternatives for 
the Fuel Leak (WRRTF-13) from Altemative 2 - Liited Action to Alternative 4 - 
Excavation and Land Fanning, which would have high long-term effectiveness 
through removal and txatment, and has the lowest cost of the four alternatives 
evaluated because it does not require long-term monitoring. 
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Nancy Schwartz Rqmiing 
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BOISE, IDAHO, TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 24,1998 

MR. SIMPSON: At this time I would like to open it up for the public canmeat session 
where your comma& are made for the word And we have a court reporter, who will be 
recoding your comments verbatim. When you do make your comments, please state your 

* mm and give your address so we cm send you a copy of the Record of Decision. 
h would Iii to go tint? Anyone? 

So, who 

PUBLIC COMMENT T2-117 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I’m Pam Allister I’m t?om Boise I represent the Snake River 
Alliance I’m not ping to entm any specific -ents into the record tonight, &hougJ~ I’m 
very glad to have such a thorough presentation. 

We will enter our comments in written form. Beatrice Bra&ford will do that on WI 
behalf She is our program director. And we appreciate the extension that you have given to 
the other times. And for us, it may be that we will need to reqwst an extension again - I 
don’t know if that is possible -- due to Beatrice’s illness. 

MR SIMPSON: Tb&. Anyone else? Okay. I just want to remind you that there are 
connmentformsattbebaekofeachpoposedplanaadmoscarepostage-paibsoyoucan 
writeyourccmmentaodmailtbosetous. Thecommentperiodforthispmject,onceag&, 
remains open until March 18th. Our next public meeting is Tlwsday in Moscow. 

n-117 

The Awtcies exnuwe citizen involvement in decision-making at the INEEL. 
To en& opporhmiti& for public intcmctioo with project rq&&atives, public 
meetings arc Eonducted at mdtiple locations &xos the state to ensure that inter- 
ested patties can participate, despite their distaace fran tbe INEEL its& ‘Ike 
WAG 1 proposed plan was revised extensively and n-re~ in direct response 
to public comments. The comment periods for both proposed plans were extended 
in response to public requests for additional time to participate in the decision- 
making process. A broad variety of topics am discussed in the informal portions 
of the public meetings, in response to the cowems of tbc people who attend. A 
vmiely of natmials on me many mgoiag clelmup programs are made available to 
people who attend the meefings In xkiitica, the INBEL pmvides o&u BY- 
for public involvement, includinn tours and brie&s. Postal &dresses. teleohooe 
n&bas, e-mail &s, and I&met site add&es are provided in &ch &- 
pwed plan for citizms to get additional information, briefings, a taus ti 
Agency and project representaliv~. 

Isbouldmentio~tbe~fimethatwewillbehrreinBoisewillbeMaytheSthtodis- 
cuss the resuks of the Comprehensive RemediaI Investigation Feaslbday Study for the Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant. 

I’ve been involved in witing fact sheets for &at project. I can tell you tbae i9 * great deal 
of interest in the Chem Plant, speciEally, for the contamination that exists and then also for 
the possible costs of remediation of that facility 

AUDIENCE MEMBER Do you have tbc other sites’ schedules for that? Will you be 
meeting in Idaho Falls and Moscow far the Cbem Prcccssing Plant? 

MR SIMPSON: Yes, we will. Right now the dates are tentative, but May 5tb. 6th and 
7th. 
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: -Ibe order? 
J 

MS. DOLD: I believe it’s Boise, Moscow and Idaho Falls. 
MR SIMPSON: I should mention there will be another fact sheet that will becoming out 

on that project as well. 
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is there any flexibility in moving tb-xe dates one week into May, 

or is that not the moving target part? 
MR SIMPSON: 1 would say the dates at this point are just tentative. 
AUDIENCE MEMBER I would make a note, offer it to the committee that it happens to 

bethatistheoractsamedatematallthe~Liawaadsomeofollrdirectorswillbewtofme 
state at a Natid meeting and w&e going to miss the big deal. We will be sending pm&s 
01 conference calIs or e-mails. S I dm’t know what we will do, but if you can move it up to 
the next week of May, that will be very helpful for us. 

MR SIMPSON: I wilI convey your comment to the project managers. 
Also, you cm nqwxt II brieiing on that project. Acd I have been involved in sane media 

brietin~ that we’ve date so far, and we did a radio interview a couple weeks ago in Idaho 
Falls. You can request a briefing cm that project, as well as Tea Area NorIb 

1 would like to thank everyax for coming tonight. As 1 mentioned earlier, we will hang 
amad alterwards, if you have any question5 So dwaks for coming. 

(Meeting concluded at 8:30 p.m.) 
B 
& ” 

Rrspans to Comments 
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The ~mtxxed elan is a smam of those sites at TAN where remedial action is 

Test Area North Comprehensive Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study Proposed Plan 

Febmary 26.1998 
Moscow, Idaho 

7:oo p.m. 

Nancy Schwartz Reporting 
2421 Andersm Street 

Boise, Idaho 83702 
(208) 345-2773 

MOSCOW, IDAHO, THHURSDAY. FEBRUARY 26, 1998 

MR SIMPSON: other questions? With that I would like 0 open it up for public comment. 
This is the portion of tbc meeting whcrc your comments arc recorded by OUT court rcportcr, 
ad she will record them verbatim. And when you make a canmcnf please state your name 

p and spell it and give ” street address. “ibis is so we can send you a copy of the Record of 
2 Decision and Responswcncss Summary where your comments will be responded to by the 

agencies. 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Chuck Broscious B-w-s-c-i-o-u-s, executive director of the 
Environmental Defense Institute_ Post Oflice Box 220 ‘frov; Idaho 83871~ 

Just to repeat myself, to make sure it gets in the public read. It is the proposed plan for 
Test Area North, it’s not a comprehensive plan. As I mentioned, it didn’t include the ANP cast 
storage pad or the Area 10 reactor vessel burial site cx the TAN pool and wntamtiated soil. 

The other proposed actions do not meet regulatory requirements for a permanent disposal 
site for mixed low-level waste under Resource Conservation Rexvery Act, Subtitle C, 
rcquidncttb. And it’s truly terrible that the regulators are not forcing the Department of 
Energy to come up with plans that meet all regulatory requirements 

The approach with the same w&c s&cams at Hanfad resulted in a much different and rcgu- 
ltily defensible approach, in terms of tbc Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility, 
wbicb is a RCRA, Subtitle C compliant and NRC compliant mixed low-level waste site. That 
is what should be done with this wade. And we’ll do our best to by to convince yw to do it. 
Thank you. 

MR SIMPSON: Thanks, Chuck. Anyone else? Okay I would just like to mention that we 
will hold technical briefmgs for anyone who would like on this project. Also the comment 
period remains open until March 18th. And if you’d like to take a proposed plan and provide 
written comments by writing on the comment form attached and just folding it and placing it 
in the mail, we will get that as well. 

. . 
reqired to protect human health and the environment frcm risks posed by past 
reieases of contamination. The proposed plan is based on the comprehensive 
RIPS for WAG 1, which was tix culmination of nearly 50 investigations of p&n- 
tial release sites at TAN. 
These investigation, which began after the 1991 signing of the FFAKO for 
INEEL, determined that 94 potential release sites at TAN required study. A 1995 
Record of Decision initiated action at 2 sites and dctcrmincd that no action or no 
further action was needed at 30 sites. 
The comprehensive RI/FS evaluated the remaining 62 potential release sites and 
determined that no ation or 110 fmthcr action was needed at 53 sites,, and threats 
to human health required remedial a&w at 9 sites. One of these 9 sltcs, the 
Mercury Spill Arca (TSF-OS) was sclcctcd for a treatabiiity study and will bc 
rcmediated (if necasary) u&r WAG 10. Two sites do not pose a threat to human 
health hut do pose a risk to the environment: tbc LOFT-02 Disposal Pond and the 
WRRTF-03 Evaporation Pond These sites also will be addressed under WAG 10. 
As pat of the comprehensive WAG 1 risk asscssmcn~ all TAN huildiigs and 
stmchues that are still active or inactive but in standby mode were also emhmted 
to determine wbctber future releases from them could occur that would affect the 
cumulative and ccmprchcnsive assessment of risk. As documented in Appendix D 
of the comprehensive RI/FS, only 4 of the 89 buildings cx sbwhues could pose 
risk in the future. Appendix D also describes the programs in place to prevent 
risks to human health or the environment. 
The information and evaluations leading to these decisions is contained in tie 
Admiistrative Record. The primary decision documents arc the OU l-07 ROD, 
the comprehensive RI/X, the Feasibility Study Supplement, and the Track 1 and 
Track 2 reports ‘Ibe Agencies believed that the proposed plan issued in February 
1998 and !Jte revised pmposed plan issued in Novcmbcr 1998 summarized this 
infmmation adequately. To resolve any cc&&m or lack of clarity that may have 
resultcal, the following list recaps the disposition of the sites in question. 
TSF-06, Area 8, ANP Cask Storage Pad. Part of this site is currently included 
within the active Radioactive Parts Service and Storage Area (RPSSA) facility, 
which will bc cvabuted during future dismantlement. Sampling during the risk 
assessment indicated that the soil contamination at this site is below the levels at 
which remediation is required More information on this site is available in the 
Administrative Record for WAG 1 
TSF-06, Arca 10, Buried Reactor Vessel. Tbe irradiated reactor vessel is con- 
tained in a metal storage tank and is believed to bc more than 10 feet below 
ground surface. No pathway to human or ecological rccepton exists More infor- 
m&m cm this site is available in the Administrative Record for WAG I. 
TAN Pool (part of TAN-607 Hot Shop). llx TAN Pool is pat of an active facili- 
ty Potential threats to human health and the environment from this site will bc 
addressed during its removal 6om use. More information on this site is available 
in the Admbistrative Record for WAG I. As part of an active facility, the TAN 
Pwl is not bciig addressed under this CERCLA action. 
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Commmtfs) Respoose to Comments 

The next time that we will be here in Moscow will be in May At this point it’s tentative, 
but in early May to discuss the results of tbc Idaho Chemical Processing Plant Canprehensive 

T3-P/23,4 

Remedial InvestigationlFeasihility Study and also to remind you that the comment period Mixed low-level waste (MLLW) cc&aim both hazardous and low-level radioac- 
remains open 011 the Navd Reacton F&My and Aqume National LaboMny-West until the tive cwponellts. The cxatm%s of the V-Taoks (TSF-09 ad TSF-18) and tke PM-2A 
12th of March. So with that, thanks for coming. We will hang around atbwuds, if you have Tmks (TSF-26) are cotrpidaed mixed low-IeveJ w&e (MLLW). Regulations appli- 
an” other auesticms. cable to these sites arc Iii in Part II, Section 7, of this ROD. 

(Meeting cmchded at 8:55 p.m.) 

The investigtion md ckanup -ss and sckdule for TAN have complied with 
the FFAKO for the INEEL signed in 1991. The remedies popoaed for WAG I 
sites arc in no way illegal. Every rcasamblc effort is made to cnnue that TAN 
remeditim activities contibute to the ultimate goal of protecting human health 
ad the enviromnent by use of recognized engineering and insdtutiwal responses, 
that meet standa& for proteckencss idatiticd by the Agencies (DOE, EPA, and 
State of Idaho). T&e standards (ARARs) were identitied in the comprehensive 
RIM ad this ROD and will be enforced by the Agmcies. 


